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DETAILED ACTION 
Summary 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. 
Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, 
and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the 
previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. 
Applicants submission filed on May 22, 2006 has been entered. Currently 
Claims 1-37 are pending. 



Response to Arguments 

2. The applicant's arguments have been fully considered, but they are not 
persuasive. 

3. The applicant argues that Hollingsworth and Georgakopoulos do not teach 
the use of "schedule rules" as part of activity specifications, which specify 
conditions under which activities can be scheduled for enactment based on 
workflow relevant data. The applicant further asserts a definition of Schedule 
rules' to distinguish the instant application over the prior art by stating that the 
prior art Schedule rules' are derived from 'control flow dependencies'. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. 

The examiner would respectfully point out to the applicant that the term 
'workflow relevant data' is an extremely broad term and would include any data 
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relevant to the workflow, including data that is related or included in the control 
flow dependencies. Thus, control flow dependencies are 'workflow relevant 
data'. And therefore, schedule rules for enacting the suggested (i.e. 
recommended) activities are based on workflow relevant data (i.e. the 
preconditions for the suggested activities of the paragraph 14. 

4. The applicant argues that Hollingsworth and Georgakopoulos do not teach 
"determining a recommended order in which the scheduled activities can be 
enacted based on the activity specifications and a current execution state of the 
process instance". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. A recommended order in which 
activities can be performed is exactly what Georgakopoulos teaches in 
paragraph 14. Here Georgakopoulos teaches that at specific times in the 
workflow process (i.e. depending on the execution state - that is during 
execution of the workflow process) the workflow system "suggests one or more 
optional activities to its participants". Figure 3 shows these optional activities 
occurring before one non-optional step and after another non-optional step. The 
inclusion of an optional step between two non-optional steps makes the entire 
order 'recommended' since it includes at least one 'optional' step that is 
suggested (i.e. recommended) by the system. The inclusion of only one optional 
step into a long list of steps changes their order. For example, if steps A, B and 
C include a suggested (i.e. recommended) step D that occurs before C and after 
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B, then that changes the overall ordering from ABC to ABDC with ABDC being 
the recommended order. 

The applicant further argues that the process flow is predefined and 
contemplated at the time the process flow is developed, however the fact that the 
optional activities may occur at various times then makes the overall order 
recommended, as discussed above, since at least one step in the order is 
'suggested' (i.e. recommended). 

5. The examiner would further respectfully point out to the applicant the 
inconsistency between determining a recommended order for scheduled 
activities. If the activities are scheduled (i.e. their timing and therefore the order 
they occur) then how can these same activities then have a recommended order 
determined for them? Please see the 1 12 2 nd rejections below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding independent Claims 1, 20 and 29, the claim limitations cite 
'scheduled activities' and determining a recommended order in which the 
scheduled activities can be enacted. Scheduling an activity implies that there is 
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a time that is set for the activity (i.e. a schedule of activities includes when those 
activities will occur, e.g. a schedule of classes, a schedule of entertainment 
events for a holiday celebration). Thus, having scheduled activities and then 
determining that there is a recommended order to those activities then implies 
that those activities were not in fact, 'scheduled 1 . Therefore the claims are 
indefinite. 

Claims 2-19, 21-28 and 30-37 depend on claims 1, 20 and 29 and are 
therefore indefinite at least for the reasons given above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the Hollingsworth (Hollingsworth, Workflow Management Coalition, The 
Workflow Reference Model, Document Number TC0O-1OO3, Issue 1.1, 19 
January 1995 [GOOGLE]) and the Workflow Management Coalition (Workflow 
Management Coalition, Workflow Management Coalition Terminology and 
Glossary, Document Number WFMC-TC-1011, Issue 3.0, February 1999 
[GOOGLE]) in view of Georgakopoulos et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
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2002/0055849). The Examiner interprets Hollingsworth and the Workflow 
Management Coalition as one reference since Hollingsworth is the Workflow 
Reference Model using the Terminology as defined by the Workflow 
Management Coalition Terminology and Glossary. Hollingsworth and the 
Workflow Management Coalition disclose a data-triggered workflow process 
comprising: 

- [Claim 20] of generating a process instance from a process definition 
(Workflow Management Coalition: p. 16. the Workflow Management 
Coalition teaches a process instance as the representation of a single 
enactment of a process. A process instance is created, managed and 
terminated by a workflow management system, in accordance with the 
process definition.); 

- determining scheduled activities associated with the process instance 
using activity specifications having schedule rules that specify 
conditions under which activities are scheduled for enactment based 
on workflow relevant data (Hollingsworth: p. 13, Hollingsworth teaches 
the workflow enactment software interprets the process description 
and controls the instantiation of processes and sequencing of 
activities, adding work items to the user work lists and invoking 
applications tools as necessary. P. 14 para 4, the workflow engine uses 
Workflow relevant data 1 , also known as case data, to schedule 
activities - see para 2, workflow relevant data is used to determine 
how activities are scheduled, either in parallel or sequentially). 

Hollingsworth and the Workflow Management Coalition fail to teach determining 

which activities associated with the process instance are scheduled (and 

recommended) for enactment using activity specifications. Georgakopoulos et 

al. teach the process definition tool enables a user to model or develop a 

workflow process definition that is capable of being interpreted by the workflow 

management engine. Process definitions may reference pre-existing 

organization/role model data as well as external applications. An activity 
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placeholder is a novel abstract activity type that enables the specification of 
activities whose concrete types and/or implementation may be unknown at the 
time a process is specified (para 31 and 48). This includes recommending an 
order in which scheduled activities can be enacted (para 13 and 14). It would 
have been obvious at the time of the applicant's invention to include the activity 
placeholder of Georgakopoulos et al. with the teachings of Hollingsworth and the 
Workflow Management Coalition since the Workflow Management Coalition 
teach the process definition consists of a network of activities and their 
relationships (Workflow Management Coalition: p. 11). Automation of processes 
helps companies become more efficient. Hollingsworth teaches the primary 
characteristic of Workflow Management is the automation of processes involving 
combinations of human and machine-based activities (Hollingsworth: p. 3). 
Georgakopoulos et al. teach process or workflow modeling and automation and 
workflow management software incorporate novel primitives to extend its 
flexibility and capability to include activities that are considered optional. 
Workflow systems using these primitives will be capable of supporting 
applications that are currently difficult, too expensive, or impossible to support 
with the existing rigid control flow and role assignment primitives (para 3 and 10). 
Therefore, implementing automation allows companies to avoid cost, therefore 
becoming more efficient. Hollingsworth and the Workflow Management 
Coalition, and Georgakopoulos et al. teach workflow management, therefore 
there is motivation to combine; and automation of processes, therefore there is a 
reasonable expectation of success. The combination of Hollingsworth and the 
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Workflow Management Coalition, and Georgakopoulos et al. teach all the 
features of claim 20. 

- [Claim 21] displaying a list of scheduled activities for selection by a 
participant of a desired scheduled activity (Georgakopoulos et al.: para 
33 and 49, Georgakopoulos et al. teach the definition tool and engine 
support one or more primitives that enable a user to define and 
execute flexible and dynamic workflow models. At runtime, the 
resolution policy of an activity placeholder determines a specific activity 
type from an available pool of activity types to be submitted for the 
placeholder activity.). 

- [Claim 22] recomputing an order in which scheduled activities can be 
enacted, if necessary, upon a change of state of an enacted activity 
(Georgakopoulos et al.: para 48, Georgakopoulos et al. teach an 
activity placeholder may be declared at any point in a process 
specification where an activity could be declared. Activity placeholders 
may be replaced at runtime by specific activities.). 

- [Claim 23] determining if an unscheduled activity is permitted to be 
enacted based on activity specifications (Georgakopoulos et al.: para 
31 and 48, Georgakopoulos et al. teach the process definition tool 
enables a user to model or develop a workflow process definition that 
is capable of being interpreted by the workflow management engine. 
Process definitions may reference pre-existing organization/role model 
data as well as external applications. An activity placeholder is a novel 
abstract activity type that enables the specification of activities whose 
concrete types and/or implementation may be unknown at the time a 
process is specified.); and 

- enacting the unscheduled activity if it is permitted (Georgakopoulos et 
al.: para 33, 49 and 51, Georgakopoulos et al. teach the definition tool 
and engine support one or more primitives that enable a user to define 
and execute flexible and dynamic workflow models. An activity 
placeholder is similar to any other activity variable in a process, but its 
type is left unspecified at process specification time. At runtime, the 
resolution policy of an activity placeholder determines a specific activity 
type from an available pool of activity types to be submitted for the 
placeholder activity. In this manner, the placeholder activity primitive 
gives the process developer great flexibility in defining activities and 
processes that may not be selected or defined during runtime.). 

- [Claim 24] determining if an activity is expected to be enacted during 
execution of the process instance based on activity specifications 
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(Hollingsworth: p. 12-13, Hollingsworth teaches the process definition 
contains all necessary information about the process to enable it to be 
executed by the workflow enactment software. This includes 
information about its starting and completion conditions, constituent 
activities and rules for navigating between them, user tasks to be 
undertaken, references to applications which may be invoked, 
definitions of any workflow relevant data which may need to be 
referenced, etc. The workflow enactment software interprets the 
process description and controls the instantiation of processes and 
sequencing of activities, adding work items to the user work lists and 
invoking application tools as necessary.); and 

- preparing for enactment of the activity if it is expected (Hollingsworth: 
p. 13, Hollingsworth teaches the workflow enactment software 
interprets the process description and controls the instantiation of 
processes and sequencing of activities, adding work items to the user 
work lists and invoking application tools as necessary.). 

- [Claim 25] upon finishing an enacted activity, generating a message 
specifying a state of completion of the activity, recording the state of 
completion in a job record of the activity, and reevaluating rules of 
subsequent activities, if necessary, based on the state of completion 
(Workflow Management Coalition, p. 9, 37-38 and 51, Workflow 
Management Coalition teach a workflow management system that 
defines, creates and manages the execution of workflows through the 
use of software, which is able to interpret the process definition, 
interact with workflow participants and, where required, invoke and the 
use of IT tools and applications. A Transition is a point during the 
execution of a process instance where one activity completes and the 
thread of control passes to another, which starts. A transition may be 
unconditional, such that completion of one activity always leads to the 
start of another, or conditional, where the sequence of operation 
depends upon one or more transition conditions. A transition condition 
is a logical expression, which may be evaluated by a workflow engine 
to decide the sequence of activity execution within a process. 
Transition conditions identify the flow relationship between activities 
and are used to effect the desired sequence of activity execution. An 
audit data is a historical record of the progress of a process instance 
from start to completion or termination. Such data normally 
incorporates information on the state transitions of the process 
instance. The Examiner interprets software that interacts with 
participants to be generating a message.). 

- [Claim 26] computing an order in which scheduled activities can be 
enacted comprises using a resources specification of scheduled 
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activity to determine a priority of the scheduled activity (Hollingsworth: 
p. 13 and 21, Hollingsworth teaches the workflow enactment software 
interprets the process description and controls the instantiation of 
processes and sequencing of activities, adding work items to the user 
work lists and invoking application tools as necessary. Interaction with 
external resources accessible to the particular enactment service 
occurs via one of two interfaces. The client application interface is 
responsible for organizing work on behalf of a user resource, and the 
invoked application interface enables the workflow engine to directly 
activate a specific tool to undertake a particular activity.). 

- [Claim 27] automatically routing a data item associated with an activity 
based on activity specifications (Hollingsworth: p. 14, Hollingsworth 
teaches workflow application data is manipulated directly (and only) by 
the invoked applications, although the workflow engines may be 
responsible for transferring such data between applications (if 
necessary), as different applications are invoked at different activity 
points within the workflow process.). 

- [Claim 28] automatically archiving a data item associated with an 
activity based on activity specifications (Workflow Management 
Coalition, p. 51, Workflow Management Coalition teach an audit data is 
a historical record of the progress of a process instance from start to 
completion or termination. Such data normally incorporates 
information on the state transitions of the process instance.). 

Claims 1-19 and 29-37 substantially recite the same limitations as that of claims 

20-28 with the distinction of the recited method being a system and a program 

storage device readable by a machine. Hence the same rejection for claims 20- 

28 as applied above applies to claims 1-19 and 29-37. 



Conclusion 



10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Jonathan G. Sterrett whose telephone 
number is 571-272-6881. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 571-272-6729. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

1 1 . Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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